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00:00:00 {TIBETAN} 00:00:12

First of all, begin by adjusting your motivation, thinking that you are here on this occasion to receive the most 
profound Mahayana teachings with the ultimate aim of reaching the state of enlightenment in order to benefit all 
mother sentient beings. With this thought please adjust your motivation for listening according to the advice of all
the great lamas of this tradition.

Geshe la: Any questions? Something need to be clarified?

Student: You know when the Samkhya says that, I understand what ignorance is, but how do they achieve 
liberation? When they understand that the self and the general principal are separate and distinct. So that's when 
they achieve liberation...

Geshe la: Not just understand the separation. But once, of course through the concentration meditation. So their 
way of describing that once, through their concentration, calm-abiding, they check with the principal, then the 
principal becomes shy, something like that. Before, because they are not mixed but remain close, what is the self 
or the needs, everything is produced by the principal. Once, through their concentration, then they check the 
principal, then the principal becomes shy. So it's separate, becomes separate. Through that way one can achieve 
liberation. So that means once the principal is shy it can't produce anything. So their point of view is that all this 
dualistic appearance, everything, because of this principal produced something, all this attachment and the 
dualistic appearance, everything comes from. So once the principal becomes shy and doesn't produce anything 
then everything becomes non-duality and all this. Then it becomes separate from all this dualistic appearance, and
at that time achieve liberation, they call it.

Student: So when the principal doesn't produce anything, it doesn't produce sound, form...

Geshe la: All the results. Except the 25 categories. Except the self, self is neither cause nor result, but all others 
are results, so it doesn't produce any result. So there's not any object of interaction.

Student: So you can't eat an apple? You can't eat?

Geshe la: No need to eat the time [laughs].

Student: So once you achieve calm-abiding, you understand all this, you don't need to eat...

Geshe la: Through clairvoyance, then check and see the principal, then principal becomes shy and doesn't 
produce anything. From there one can achieve liberation. Samkhya says.

Student: They're starving though. Okay, now I understand dualistic appearance, thank you.

00:04:39 {TIBETAN} 00:05:26

We continue with the next verse. 

If, ‘The different mode is not true,’
It is its own nature I say.
If you say, ‘only consciousness’, according
To this it follows that all beings are one. [66]

The important thing to understand is that in the first line, where it says "if," and then we have something within 
speech marks, what is in speech marks is the position of the enumerators. So if the enumerators say this, and then
in the second line we have our response to that position. So the first line, the position of the enumerators, if it 
says ‘The different mode is not true,’ the different mode, let's say that you have the person that is holding sound. 
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And then you want to look at a mode that is different from that. So let's say a person that is holding form. So if 
'the different mode is not true.' What is the actual position of the enumerators? The position is that basically there 
is a nature that is permanent and it's all pervasive. So that comes down to say that the nature of the person that is 
holding sound and the nature of the person that is holding form is the same. It's the one permanent pervasive 
nature. So we are responding, in the second line, saying "It is its own nature I say." So "I say" means I the 
Gelukpa say.

00:08:55 {TIBETAN} 00:09:59

What do they enumerators say in the first line? Because in the first line it says the different mode is not true. So 
they are saying that something here is not true. This follows up from the argument or the debate that we looked at
last week, and what we were saying to them was that in order to have the person that is holding sound, previously
to that you had a person that was holding form. So in order now to become a person that is holding sound, it has 
to release its previous identity, its previous nature, which was the nature of the person holding form. And it goes 
to how to to assume a new identity, which is the new nature or the new identity of the person that is holding 
sound. And we say it is very much like the actor who has to play different roles. So the actor has to change the 
costume. They take off the costumes of the previous role, and they put on the costume of the new role. But when 
that happens there is impermanence, there is change. And therefore we said to them, your position that this self or
this nature, all those things that are permanent is actually harmed, because there is change. And here in the first 
line, they say, no, no, that fault does not apply to us. It does not become impermanent because actually there is no
change in the nature or in the identity of that person. Because ultimately the nature of the person who is holding 
form, and the nature of the person who is holding sound is one nature is permanent and is pervasive of all. So it is
not true that we go through change in terms of nature. This is what the first line implicates. So it's not true that we
have change in the nature when we go from the person holding form to the person holding sound.

00:12:15 {TIBETAN} 00:13:39

In the second line where it says, "I say," right, we are expressing our response to the first line, which is the 
position of the enumerators. And what is our response to that? Our response is that it is its own nature. "I say," 
okay, so what do we say in that? First of all, we say that what you are saying here is something that is more or 
less impossible. No one has ever said this, and no one will ever say this, because what you're telling me is that it 
does not have to release its previous nature in order to assume the next nature. So it does not have to release the 
nature of being a person holding form in order to become a person who is holding sound. You don't have to let go 
of the previous position in order to get the next position. We can look at it as being in two consecutive moments. 
So let's say the first moment is a person holding form, and then in the next moment, the second moment, it 
becomes a person holding sound. So we're telling them it is unheard of. No one has ever said this before, that you
go from number one to number two without having to change, without having a different nature. So no one has 
ever said that. And there's another interpretation in that. It is that actually you cannot say that. Because if you say 
that, it's like you have something, the second moment of which is the person holding sound, that didn't exist 
before, and then suddenly it is there without having changed from the previous one. Like you can't say this.

00:15:38 {TIBETAN} 00:16:01

So what we are saying to them is that the second moment is the moment of the person that is holding sound. And 
if that does not come from the transformation of the previous moment, it means that it has to be something which 
is newly generated. Something that did not exist before, but it has been newly generated. If it is newly generated, 
then you would have to admit that it's actually different from what exists in the first moment. Because in the first 
moment that thing didn't exist, was newly generated. So it's a new thing. So you would have to accept that the 
nature of these two persons, the person holding form and the person holding sound, is different.

00:16:50 {TIBETAN} 00:18:04

Then we come to the third and fourth line where it says, "If you say, ‘only consciousness’." Who is saying this? 
It's the enumerators who are saying it's only consciousness. What do they mean here when they say it's only 
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consciousness? They say, yes it is true, we have here the mode or the aspect or the appearance of the person that 
is holding form, and then we have the mode or the aspect of the person that is holding sound, and definitely those
two appear to be different. They are different aspects. There are different modes. Although they appear to be 
different, in reality truly they are not different. In reality they are truly one. So we have different aspects, but in 
reality they are truly one. So it's only one consciousness, only one. So if they say that, then we say according to 
this, it follows that all beings are one. So we say to them, you know, like exasperated, what are you saying? No 
one has ever said this, because the consequence of what you are saying is that everything is truly just one. All 
beings are one. There is just one nature that pervades everything, everyone that is different. No one has ever said 
this before. Like how can you say this?

00:19:41 {TIBETAN} 00:20:01

We continue with the next verse, verse 67 where we indicate even more faults that follow from this position.

Also the animate and inanimate
Become one because of their shared existence.
When the particulars are distorted
Then what could be their shared basis? [67]

Still showing the fault in this position.

00:20:26 {TIBETAN} 00:21:37

The last two lines of verse 66, where it says, if you say only consciousness, then according to this it follows that 
all beings are one. What do they actually say that? They say that if we look at the two different persons. One is 
the person that is holding sound, and the other one is the person that is holding form, or also you could have the 
person that is holding tastes or smells and tactile objects and so forth. They say these two persons are actually one
and the same because they are consciousness. They are the same thing. They are consciousness. Therefore they 
have just one nature, one and the same nature. So we say to them, if this is your position, then all different 
sentient beings would just become one thing. Because you would say they are nature, they are consciousness, that
their nature is the same. They would just become one thing. They are all consciousness. So all the different 
sentient beings are all consciousness. Are one and the same.

00:22:50 {TIBETAN} 00:23:55

Also we say, it will follow that all the animate and inanimate will become one because of their shared existence. 
So here the animate is the one that possesses mind. So basically the animate refers to the person that is 
consciousness, synonymous with consciousness. And the inanimate is all the various objects, all the various 
modes, all the different appearances that we have. The sounds, the forms and so forth. So all these aspects, all 
these manifestations, we say this would become the same. Why? Because basically they have the same nature. 
They are pervaded by the nature of the general principal. And the nature of the general principal is to be 
singular--meaning it doesn't have any parts, it is permanent and it pervades everything. So if it pervades 
everything, it means everything, animate and inanimate, has the nature of this general principal. So they all have 
the same nature. They all become one. You cannot differentiate them anymore.

00:25:07 {TIBETAN} 00:26:39

The last two lines of verse 67, "When the particulars are distorted Then what could be their shared basis?" What 
are we saying here? We say that according to their positions, we have the cause and then we have the 
manifestations or the various aspects of the results. And these two things are different in terms of how they 
classify them in terms of the two truths. So the various results are considered to be conventional or deceptive 
truths, whereas the general principal, which is the primary cause that produces everything is an ultimate truth. So 
we say to them, what is going on here? Where is this shared basis? How can you say that you have something 
which is the cause, ultimate truth, and the nature of that is going to pervade everything, all the results, which are 
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actually conventional truths. So we say to them, how can you say this? How can you say that a cause that is 
ultimate truth is going to prevail and produce results that are conventional truths. How does this work?

00:28:04 {TIBETAN} 00:28:26

Basically what we are highlighting here is that you cannot have a cause that is ultimate truth producing results 
that are falsities because they are conventional truths. If the result is conventional, the cause of that result has to 
be conventional. And if the cause is ultimate it cannot produce conventional or false results. The ultimate cannot 
produce the false, cannot produce the conventional. This is what we're saying, because the cause and the result 
have to be compatible.

00:29:08 {TIBETAN} 00:29:31

So with verse 67 we've finished refuting the position of the enumerators, and now with verse 68 we begin 
refuting the position of the Particularists So verse 68, 

The inanimate is also not the self
Because it is inanimate, like a vase.
Then if, ‘because it is endowed with consciousness
It is conscious,’ it follows not knowing is eliminated. [68]

00:29:59 {TIBETAN} 00:31:19

Before we start refuting it's very good to understand here what is the presentation of the Particularists With the 
previous school, the enumerators, the enumerators say that the self or the person is consciousness. But here the 
particularists do not say that. Actually they say that the self or the person is not consciousness, is not knowledge. 
They accept that the self is matter. So it's particles, it is matter. They are similar with the previous school in the 
sense that they believe that the self is single, is permanent and it is self-powered. But they say that this self 
actually is not mind, is not knowledge, is not consciousness, however it possesses mind. So it is associated with 
mind. Mind is something different from it, and it possesses that thing. It is associated with it. And in this way it 
has these characteristics, and also it is the one that experiences happiness or suffering, and so on and so forth. So 
this is the position that we are trying to refute here.

00:32:40 {TIBETAN} 00:33:29

We can see what is happening here in the first two lines. First of all, let's say, remember we mentioned that there 
are six main schools in India, and the first one in the list is the particularists, and the second one in the list is the 
logicians. Actually Particularists and Logicians have the same presentation about the self. They believe that the 
self is matter, the self is inanimate in the sense that it is not mind or consciousness itself. And at the same time is 
the one who experiences happiness and suffering. So we say to them in the first two lines of verse 68 "the 
inanimate"... the inanimate here refers to the self. Something that is not mind is matter. So "The inanimate is also 
not the self Because it is inanimate, like a vase." So if it is not awareness itself, how can it be the one that is 
experiencing happiness and suffering? It is matter. It is like a vase. Does the vase experience happiness and 
suffering? It doesn't.

00:34:44 {TIBETAN} 00:36:21

In the last two lines of verse 68, "Then if, ‘because it is endowed with consciousness It is conscious.’" This is the 
position of the particularists. They say, look, the nature of the self is to be matter. So it is not consciousness. But 
when there is the occasion that is meeting a particular object, is going to interact with a particular object, at this 
point it becomes animate. Before it didn't have mind, it was not mind, but now it possesses mind when it meets 
the object. And in this way it comes to know, it comes to cognise the object. This is their position. And then we 
say to them, if you say that, then it follows, not knowing is eliminated. So what is the not knowing? Not knowing
is the self at the previous time. The self has the nature of matter, and before it meets any object, it doesn't have 
consciousness. It's not associated with consciousness. And therefore it doesn't know anything. So the not knowing
self, at an earlier time, later on becomes a knowing self, when it meets with the object. But in order for the 
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previous self to become a self that cognises or knows or understands an object, the previous one must be 
destroyed, must be eliminated when it meets the object, in order to have that transition. So therefore, we say, your
idea of the permanent self cannot be true, it is harmed by this.

00:38:17 {TIBETAN} 00:38:41

What we say to them is this. If your position is that you begin with a self that is a ignorant matter, and that thing 
has to transform into a self that is knowing, is cognising, is aware of the object, so it becomes cognisant 
consciousness, that means that the previous has to be destroyed. If the previous state has to be destroyed, it means
we're talking about change here. If we're talking about change, then your position of the self that is permanent is 
harmed.

00:39:22 {TIBETAN} 00:39:52

It's like this. The earlier state was a state of ignorant unconscious matter. This is what the self was. But later on, 
when it meets the object, it transforms it into a conscious self that knows, that recognises the object. So we say if 
that happens, obviously we're talking about transition, we're talking about change. So your idea of a permanent 
self cannot stand because it changes.

00:40:23 {TIBETAN} 00:40:36

The next verse, verse 69 

If there is nothing that becomes the self,
How does the mind affect it?
Thus, devoid of consciousness and action,
Space has been made the self. [69]

00:40:49 {TIBETAN} 00:42:19

The first two lines, they say if there's nothing that becomes the self, how does the mind affect it? So we say here 
that your main position is that the self is matter, and that this self does not change at all, and is something which 
is permanent. But then you're telling me that later on when the self meets or encounters an object, all of a sudden 
it can enjoy the object, and enjoy the object means it's able to have an experience, and say I experienced that 
thing, I feel good about it, or I feel bad about it. But this recognition, to be able to say I feel this or I experience 
this, this is something that consciousness can say. If you have consciousness, or if you are conscious about 
something, then you can say I'm experiencing happiness, or I'm experiencing this pleasure, and so forth. But your
position is that actually the self is matter and that it doesn't change. So then what will be the effect? Meaning, 
what would be the benefit? What would be the purpose of later on having a self that is experiencing things? 
What's the purpose of that later self? Because it doesn't matter how much the conscious self comes to cognise, the
actual nature of the self is to be ignorant, unconscious, stupid matter.

00:44:10 {TIBETAN} 00:44:17

So it's quite amazing or kind of like surprising, really surprising position.

00:44:21 {TIBETAN} 00:44:56

It's actually our consciousness that allows us to feel happiness, to feel suffering, to have a particular experience. 
And based on that experience we say that the self or I, I am happy, I am sad, and so forth. But here, according to 
their position, it doesn't matter how much the consciousness would experience, doesn't matter how much 
happiness or how much suffering the consciousness would experience, the self would remain unconscious, 
unaware of that because it is matter. So the consciousness cannot affect positively or negatively the self at all.

00:45:48 {TIBETAN} 00:46:41

For those of you who are thinking about dinner, your mind or your consciousness would detect that your stomach
is empty. You would have that hungry feeling. So although your consciousness or your mind would be aware of 
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that hungry feeling, you could say yeah, but I am not hungry. Or let's say, although your body would be cold, you 
would have to say, yes, my body is cold but I am not cold. So it's really a very strange position.

00:47:16 {TIBETAN} 00:48:31

The last two lines of verse 69 "Thus, devoid of consciousness and action, Space has been made the self." So, 
devoid of consciousness because the self is considered to be matter, is not consciousness. It's unconscious. And 
devoid of action, devoid of action because that self is permanent. It doesn't have the activity of generating 
anything at all. So you would have a self that has no consciousness and has no action. It is matter and it is 
permanent. So you're calling that thing a self. It says if you're calling that thing a self, you might as well call 
space the self. So what is space? Again, space is something which is permanent, space is something which is 
devoid of action, space is just the mere lack of obstruction, it does not obstruct anything, it is not obstructed by 
anything, and that thing is designated as space. Well you might as well call it "self," because it is devoid of 
consciousness and it's devoid of action.

00:49:37 {TIBETAN} 00:50:29

With verses 68 and 69 we refute the position of the particularists who assert that the self is matter. And prior to 
that we have negated the position of the enumerators who assert that the self is consciousness. So having refuted 
these two main positions, they actually come back and they come with further debate. They say if you negate the 
idea of a self who is single, who is permanent and is self-powered, then karmic cause and effect would become 
non-valid. So that is the first argument they come with, and we have to refute this argument. Also, they have a 
second argument later on. Anyway that's the first argument that we have to refute.

00:51:25 {TIBETAN} 00:51:45

In refuting the objection that karmic cause and effect become non-valid, we have two. First of all, we have the 
objection. The objection is raised by the opponents, and we find this in verse 70. And then after that we will give 
our reply. So the objection is 

If it is said, ‘In case the self does not exist,
Then karmic cause and effect relationships are invalid.
If one disintegrates upon creating karma,
Whose karma does it become?’ [70]

00:52:59 {TIBETAN} 00:53:00

It says in case the self does not exist then karmic cause and effect relationships are invalid. So this is what you 
say. If you are telling me that the self that is single is permanent and self-powered, if you are telling me this self 
does not exist, then the presentation of the law of cause and effect does not make any sense, it's illogical and it is 
invalidated, because in the presentation of the law of cause and effect, you must have a self that is creating or is 
accumulating the karma, and then you have someone who is experiencing the results of the karma. But if you tell 
me that the single permanent and self-powered self does not exist, how could we have the presentation of karma.

00:53:51 {TIBETAN} 00:55:45

In the last two lines of verse 70 we have another argument that they come up with, and this argument is this. If 
one disintegrates upon creating karma, who's karma does it become? The word disintegrates here can be 
understood on two levels. We can either talk about gross disintegration, which actually means that the person 
dies. They say what happens when the person dies? Or we can take disintegration to refer to momentary 
disintegration. Now we must keep in mind that they believe that the self is permanent. So for them the self does 
not disintegrate, either moment by moment or anything. The self does not change on the gross or on the subtle 
level. So they are telling us, if you're telling me that the self disintegrates what is going to happen to the karma?

00:56:44 {TIBETAN} 00:56:45
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That self or that person is the one who accumulated the karma. But if that self, if that person disintegrates, is not 
there anymore, as it is your assertion, they say to us, then who is going to be there left to experience the result? 
When you create a karma, there is a result. Someone has to experience that result. The one who experiences the 
result has to be the same with the one who accumulates the result. But if you're telling me that the one who 
accumulated, who created that karmic cause disintegrates, or in other words is impermanent, then who's going to 
be left to experience the result? Who's going to have the experience of the result? So they don't accept that the 
self is impermanent. They don't accept that the self disintegrates. But they are asking us because our position is 
that there is disintegration. So they say, whether you talk about gross disintegration, which is death, or whether 
you're even going to say that it disintegrates moment by moment, it means what you have on the second moment 
you didn't have a previous moment, or the first moment does not survive the second moment. So if this is the 
case, who's karma? Who's going to experience that karma?

00:58:07 {TIBETAN} 00:58:59

If we take disintegration to refer to subtle impermanence, obviously we're talking about disintegration that 
happens moment by moment. So they say to us, if you telling me that the self is not single, is not permanent, is 
not self-powered, but is instead a self that is disintegrating momentarily, we're going to have a situation where the
self of the first moment is the one who creates the karma. But after the first moment that self disintegrates, does 
not exist anymore, however the karma has been created. So what's going to happen to the karma that is created? 
It's going to be attributed to no-one. Who's going to have to experience this? Or another way of talking about this,
they say, look, when you come at the time, or where there is the time of experiencing the maturation of the that 
karma that has been created, the creator doesn't exist anymore because he/she has disintegrated. So this is what 
they are saying.

00:58:59 {TIBETAN} 01:00:23

So they say in our system there is no such fault because we accept that the self is permanent and the permanent 
self always exists. And if it always exists, he creates the karma, he's going to be there permanently to experience 
the karma. This is what they say in their school. This presentation of the self as something which is permanent is 
very crucial because they say you need to have a self that is very strong, is very stable as a self that is permanent. 
In order for the law of cause and effect to make any sense, to be meaningful. You'll have someone who creates the
karma and you want that person to be around when it comes to time for experiencing the karma. If you don't 
accept, in their school, a self that is stable and permanent like this, you invalidate the law of cause and effect. And
if you do that, for them, you destroy the whole presentation of how one is bound in samsara, and how one is 
going to escape and be liberated from samsara. So the whole presentation of liberation is undermined because 
they say in order to reach liberation, the person has to work very hard for a very long time. They have to cultivate
concentration and keep working very hard with great enthusiasm for a very long time to traverse the path or to 
progress along the path in order to be liberated. If the person is only going to be around for one minute and then 
after that minute it disintegrates, it's all senseless, it doesn't make any sense anymore.

01:03:29 {TIBETAN} 01:04:00

So it's definitely not one minute. It is one moment. One moment here basically refers to fractions of a second. So 
you say, what are you going to do in one second or less than one second? Like what's going to happen to the 
presentation of the law of cause and effect, and how are you going to achieve liberation from what binds you in 
samsara in a fraction of a second? It's impossible. So actually you can see from their argument that they do not 
have a proper understanding of impermanence or momentary disintegration. They don't understand this because 
in their mind when you talk to them about momentary disintegration, they think that the thing itself, or let's say 
the person itself, is disintegrated, but also the continuum of the person is stopped, disintegrated. So everything 
stops, and if the continuum stops, there's nothing left in the second moment. There is no second moment. Like 
there's only one moment and it doesn't go anything any further than that. Whereas in our school, this presentation 
of momentary disintegration, it says that although you have momentary disintegration, and something is stopped 
at the same time, you have momentary generation. So it disintegrates and generates, disintegrates, and generates, 
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and the continuum never stops. The continuum continues and goes along, and therefore we have a self or a person
that is imputed upon that surviving continuum. The continuum is not severed. The continuum keeps going. 
Although we have something stopping and something generated, stopping, generated, stopping, generated. The 
continuum keeps going. So our understanding and their understanding is different.

01:07:14 {TIBETAN} 01:08:07

So when we talk about the individual or the person, the person is the thing that imputed upon any of the five 
aggregates. If we take as a prime example consciousness, the aggregate of consciousness, we say that the person 
is imputed upon the continuum of consciousness. That continuum of consciousness or that consciousness itself is 
something which is impermanent. So the basis of designation is impermanent and also the person that is imputed 
upon that basis is impermanent, and therefore that person, we have the continuum that survives and it continues 
and therefore the law of cause and effect does not go to waste. Karma that is created does not go to waste. There 
will be a person that will come at a later time, will experience that result. It doesn't go to waste.

01:09:12 {TIBETAN} 01:10:10

So not only that, but in addition it is very important to understand that the later moment of the self is generated, 
it's only generated by depending upon the destruction of the previous moment. If the previous moment of the self 
is not destroyed, the next moment or the future moment of the self cannot be generated, cannot be created. The 
creation only comes, let's say due to the kindness of the destruction. If the destruction of the previous moment 
didn't take place, you could not have the generation of the next moment. So to give you another example, we say 
that the house collapsed and due to that the person died. So for the person to die first the house has to collapse. If 
the house did not collapse, the person would not have died. So similarly here, the next moment of the person 
would not have been generated unless the previous moment of the person had been destroyed, has been 
annihilated.

01:11:25 {TIBETAN} 01:11:54

The other example for that, for momentary impermanence, is the example of the dominoes that are all falling 
down in line. The falling of the next piece, which is like the generation of the falling is generation of movement. 
So generation of the falling actually depends on the previous piece. Having pushed it down and the previous 
piece falls on it, it is sort of like is destroyed. It goes flat on it. So it's like this momentary disintegration is like a 
continuum. This is actually a unique position and a unique presentation of the Middle Way Consequence School. 
The other schools can not posit destruction the same way that we do. They posit destruction as being something 
which is permanent, but we posit destruction as being compounded phenomenon, something which is 
impermanent, and because it is impermanent it can bring about the generation of a result. The result is born 
because something has been destroyed. Something is born because something died. If the previous thing didn't 
die, if the previous thing was not destroyed, the next thing would not have been generated, would not have been 
born.

01:14:20 {TIBETAN} 01:16:01

It's like this, when we talk about the law of cause and effect, we really have to consider it in terms of dependent 
origination. And if we want to consider it on a subtle level, then we have to look at this presentation of 
momentary disintegration. We talk about the law of cause and effect and we say, okay, so what does that mean? It
means that the cause generates a result. In other words, the result comes from the cause. And then we say why? 
And then the answer that is given is due to dependent origination. And when you hear that, then you want to 
investigate it further. You want to go into more detail, and we say, you know, what do you mean? What does it 
mean? Dependent origination? It is due to dependent origination? So what we mean is that one moment, like the 
previous moment has to disintegrate. The previous moment has to die in order for the next moment to be 
produced, it is generated by depending upon the disintegration, the destruction of the previous moment. And then,
okay, you hear that, and say okay, it depends upon the destruction of the previous moment. This is how it's 
generated. And then you say, okay, but why does the previous moment die? Why does the previous moment 
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disintegrate? And the answer to that is, well, because it's impermanent, that is part of its nature. This is the way 
that it exists. No one made it disintegrate. It's within its nature to disintegrate. Naturally. It disintegrates. So this 
impermanence is part of the way that it exists, is part of its nature. No one imposed it upon it. Just like emptiness.
Emptiness is the ultimate nature of phenomena. It is not that the Buddha started talking about emptiness and 
imposed emptiness, made things become empty, because he talked about emptiness. Emptiness was there as part 
of the nature. No one made it empty. It was empty from the beginning because that was its nature. So here it 
disintegrates because it is part of its nature to be impermanent. And through the kindness of that disintegration, 
we have the creation of the next moment.

01:18:34 {TIBETAN} 01:18:50

We have to understand here that our position is that impermanence or impermanent phenomena are compounded 
entities. No one makes them break down. It's just part of their nature.

01:19:04 {TIBETAN} 01:19:49

They begin with, verse 70, they have verse 70, where they put their position, and they say the self has to be 
permanent otherwise the law of cause and effect would not make sense. And to that we begin giving a reply with 
verse 71. As you can see, we have a number of verses here in the reply. So the first one, 71, 

The bases of action and result are different,
And although the creator self does not exist,
Since this is the same for both of us,
Isn’t this debate here pointless? [71]

01:20:22 {TIBETAN} 01:21:33

So the basis of action and results are different. This is the same for both of us. All right? So what is the basis of 
action and the basis of the result? The basis of action is the person at the time of engaging in the action, in the 
activity. So it is the person, it's the basis at the time of accumulating the karma. So this is one base, and then we 
have another person which is the person at the time of the result, the person or the time of experiencing the result.
So that is another basis. So we have two different selves. One is the self at the time of creating the karma, and the
other one is the self at the time of experiencing the result of that karma. So you say that these two are different. 
We also say that these two are different. So in that sense we agreeing. On That point we agree, we both accept the
same thing, that these two selves are different.

01:22:41 {TIBETAN} 01:23:13

So we say, "and although the creator self does not exist." The creator self does not exist at the time of 
experiencing the result. We both agree on this. And in addition, we both agree that although this is the case, the 
law of cause and effect does not go to waste, does not become invalid. So we agree on these points. So it says 
since it is the same for both of us, "isn't this debate here pointless?" We have to understand which debate is 
pointless, and which debate is actually meaningful. The thing is that we both agree on the point that the previous 
self does not exist later on. So the self of yesterday does not exist tomorrow. So this is not what we are debating 
about. It would be pointless to start saying, you know, does the self that existed yesterday exist tomorrow? That's 
not the issue. That type of debate would be meaningless, pointless. Because here what we are debating is whether
the person that is the basis of the cause and the result, karmic cause and result exists or not, remains or not. This 
is what we are debating about here. So the here means in this context, this is the point of our debate. So to say 
whether the previous self exists at the later time, that's pointless.

01:25:48 {TIBETAN} 01:27:09

We say to them, look, we're not having a debate here on whether the self of yesterday exists tomorrow, at the time
of the self of tomorrow. We both agree on this, that the previous self does not exist at a later time. The previous 
self is the self of that time and the future self is a self of another time. So we both agree on that. That is not what 
we are debating. The crucial debate, the point that we have to clarify here is about the self in terms of the 
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accumulator of karma and the experiencer of karma. That's the the debate that is meaningful at this point. And 
then you see at the first two lines in verse 72, 

It is impossible to see what you say,
That the cause is endowed with the result.

So the cause endowed with the result. The cause here refers to the person at the time of the cause. The person at 
the time of accumulating the karma, this is the time when they are creating the cause. So the self that you have at 
that time, it's impossible to be the same as the self at the time of the result as the self who is the one experiencing 
the result. Because if it was like this, we should be able to see it. We should be able to observe it. But it is 
impossible to observe, to see such a thing. These two selves, the creator of karma and they experiencer of karma, 
they're not seen at the same time.

01:28:55 {TIBETAN} 01:29:36

So we continue by clarifying. We need to clarify our position in our system. In our school there is no fault 
because although the previous self, the self who accumulated the karma does not exist, later on the continuum of 
that self, the continuum of that person remains. So a latter self who belongs to the same continuum will be there 
to experience the result. So though the self, the previous self does not exist, the continuum of that previous self 
continues. So basically the response from our perspective is like in our system, although the single permanent and
self-powered self does not exist, there is no fault, because the continuum of the self continues, and therefore we 
maintain the presentation of the law of cause and effect. We stop here for tonight.
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